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REMAEES 

ApplieanI respectfolfxr m^ the rejections sel forth In the Office A&im 

maiied October 3Q, 2009, bt? withdrawn. 

I he appiicant wishes to thm& the ExamiTOr fer th^ thoroiigli Office Actionv aiid 
re<^pectlblly submits that eaeb re|€ctiOT rais^^d has been approprmtely re solved herein, 
Eaeb rcgoclioa is addressed below, preceded by a headmg similar to that fbuBd in the 
Office action;' 

Ckhm 1-82 and 99- 5 04 are peodmg in this applicaibn. CSnims 1-22, 30-46> 51, 
S 5-74, 82 and 101 have been rejected. 

in this respoBKe, ClaiiBS I, 32, 34, 55> and 99 have bcjen ammded and claims 4, 
5v30*3l, 33, 56-57, 82, and 102404 have been caiicelled. Olaims 33, 47, and 75 have 
been withdrawn from considemtlbn. No new n^atter has been added. 

Recoo^jidemtion and withdmwa of the jrejeeiions set forth in the Office Action 
dated October 30, 2009, are respectMiy requested in view of die reoiarks below. 

Qhjee||^ 

Claims 23. 47. and 75 

I1ie Examiner if^tates that claims 23, 47, mid 75 are allegedly not readable in the 
elected species I of the Respoiise to Restnebon Requirement Hied by applicant an Joly 
9, 20O9v AUheugh appbcant respeetEiSlY disagrees, the above iisted claims have been 
withdrawn Jjom eonsideration for the sole purpose of eKpedhing prosecntion. 



apply only X0 ik}^ cimm m cbin^s^'ana mi tc* o^h^^r di^rm m pm<^m'^'^plkitimm,. iinl^ii^-:Kpt:di\c^i\y jiott^d hctdn. 



OlTiee Action of Ocfeba^ 30, 2(X)9 

I'he Exan^iner h^is obiected to the amendm<?nt filed 4/S;^2002 ijnder 35 ILSX. § 
132(a) because it ailt^^g^diy iiimduces new matter. Applicant respei;tftiily disagrees. 

The <2idded material Is, iii feet^ si^pporied bv the <:)riginai disclosure. The maierial 
added to tbe specification include features are inhereni to the subject inatter as disclosed 
In the specification a^^ originaliy filed. 

Specificaliy, ''planar motion'' u supported by, at least the deseripiion on Page 
1 1, lines 25-30 of the original disclosure and ''translcifonalnioveBieni iBch 
mo vement measured in other types o f coordinate sy steins ir^eluding but are not hml ted 
io cyimdrkal or spherieah./' is supported by, at least deseription on page 12 Jines 1-5 
of the original diselosure. Withdra wal of the ob|ectioh to t he specification under 35 
USJZ. I 132(a) Is thus respectfiiSly requested. 

The speeificatloii has been amended to include an Abstract section. 

The Exajidner has ttyeeted dainf 34 under lS llS.Cv | 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite and ailegedly feiling to particularly poM out and distinctly claim the 
suhjeet matter whleh appheant regards as the invention. Claim 34 has been amended to 
ehminate the antecedent basis issue. 

The withdrawal of the rejections of claim 34 imder 35 UvS.C. § 112, second 
paragraphv is thus respeetfi.iily requested. 
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Claims 4. 5. 30-31. 33. 34. 56. 57, m& 82 

Tte Examinef has rejected ckhm C 34, 56 and 57 under 35 IJ.SvC. § 112, 
fim paragraph, as allegedly foiling to comply with llie eiMibleTment reqeim I he 
Exami®!' ims r^yected claims 30-31 and 82 loiderSS ILS.C> | 1 12, Ifet paragraph, as 
allegedly leased on a disclosure which is aOegedly not enablmg. 

Alihoygh applicant m?>peci&lly disagrees, the ahov<? claims have been cancelled 
for the sale purpose of ex pedhi iig prosecotjom 

35 UvS.C. § 102(e) Re jectlgns 
Claims 1-5. 14-18. 5g-5g and 68-70 

The EK.ammer has lijjeeied elaims l-S, 14-18, SS«I9 and under 35 U^S.C. 
102(e) as heing allegedly anticipated by Wi lliams (UvS. Patent No. 6,956,564, 
hereinaller "Williams''). Applicant resp^ct&lly disagrees. 

As e^vpiained below, the apphcani respectively submits WiHiams feiis to 
disclose or feirly suggest applicant's claims. 

ToE CrrED REFERi^f^CE D g^s NOT And E very Elemeni Ik 

iNBEPENDENT CLAIM 1 

lo anticipate a claim , the reference mijst teach every element of the claim> 

''A clam is unikipaied only if each and every eiemeni m mi forth 
m ihe ckmn is fimml either mpreMiy or mheremiy described, m a singie 
priar an refwenm '' ' 

mil ^ 

IS 



Office. Aafen-of Oaote 30..200§ 

ApplicaBi respect&lly submils thai WilliaBis <Joe^; not amicipatc Applicaot's 
independent claim I since Wi lliams does nal disclose each and every clemeBi of 
indepeiidcM claim I . 

For e^ample^ indepeiideiit claim I includes; : 

/ . A meiMJbr assisimg a mer in vwwmg:m. ohfect on a 
dispimdemm (fa comjmi^r sym ihemeihad mmprmng: 

mmmMMmmJMmMjim 

(miMkimdjmmmnt along Gmm. i\ empham added - 

supporipr ihe mier^dmeni mn bepundm:at kmt imes 19-24 qf Page II 
of the spi^cifimti0}i) 

In Willkms, a computer includes '■accelemmcters capable of delcotmg 
mo vement of a pen wit!^ respect to gravity pro^ddc i nput to a microcontroller wbidi 
selects a respcmse Irom a number of viewmg modes" (Abstmctv Wlliiams). 

However, Wiyij^ms does mt teach m suggest the above emphBsizcd subject 
matter in no w-ameaded cla^^^^ L SpeciScalSy Wiiliams does not teach dial ''ilMMlMyd 
movemenfate 

dgMimM,!^ as recited in claim L 

anticipate a claim imdcr 35 § I G2, the reference must teach every 

clement of the ciarm. Williams fails to disclose e very el emem recited in ekim L Thus, 
ai least far the above stated reasons, applicant snbmits that independent claim 1 is 
patentable over Wililams. ludependent clain^:^ 1:32, and 99 are patentable over 
Williams for at least the ^ame and/or simiSar reasons. 
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WiliiaBis also does noi anticipate Applkaiii's mdeperidetit claim 55 smm 
Williams does not disclose each and e^ery eiemem of independent claim 55. 

For eK^impk, indepenifani claim 55 inchides: 

/. A liand^held computer system comprising: 

a moiion detecior intema! fo ih^ Imnd-heid mmpmer sysmn, ^M 

mmion deiecior mciudm^ in orthagmal 

arrangement to ane af20iher: 

a display device cmpled m the- proeessor: 

a cmipmer mmiahle medmm eaupied m the praeeMcm fhe 

c<mpiifm' readaMe mMium having computer executable imtruciiomjiyr: 
(Chim I, emphm is added --siq}pori^f^^^ the amendmem 

can he found m:m iea^tUms ofFage 10 qfthespemfkatian^ 

Williams does not teach or suggest the above emphasi^^^ed subjeci malter in the 
oow-amt^nded version of claim 55. SpecJfkally Wlliiams does iiot teach a moi&n 
detector ihat inctudes '' tkree m celertmtemr^ in orthogomii arrangement to one another 
'V as reeited ill ciaim 55. 

To anticipate a claim under 35 U .S,C . § 1 02, ihe reference must teach eve^y 
akm^nt of the claioi . Willlaoii> fMIs to disclose ev^ry ctemoM recited iJi claim 55.11ias, 
at lea^ii lor the above staled reasoBs, applicant submits that independent claim 1 is 
paleBtabic over Williams. 

The withdrawa! of the rejectioas under 35 liS.C. 102(c) is rei>peeifaliy 
requested Ibr claim 1, 32, 55, and 99: 
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Application No. mi32$fi53 



Dq^M No.' 595S9^S009,USO ! 



^dependent Claims 1 and 55 

Tim Examiner ha^^ ri^jeeled independeni clams I and 55 imder U.S,C, 103Ca) a^v 
being aikgedly onpat^ntabie over Moto>?yuku, ei at (U.S, Pateni No. 5,602,566, 
hereiiialter ^'Motosyuku"), and foriher m vit^w of Xweni (UjS, Pateni No. 6,127,99 
hereinafter ''Zwern), Applicam respeetfolly disagrees. 



The K;SR decision in no way it?!ieve$ Patent Qllce of its obligations to 
"consider al l claim HmiMions wheii d^^teoiiining patentabiUty of an invention owr the 
prior ait/* ' Aci^ordingly, il remains well settled law that a finding of ■*obviaiisnes$ 
reqisir^s a suggesuon of ^^i? HmimMens m^ dmmJ'' Inilm <ifimxmib of KSE^ tJie Board 
of Patent Appeals and Interffcrences has repeatedly reversed fi ndings of ob vioosness 
when the Exaniiner has foiled to proffer reforenees eontaining allclaim limitations. 
See, e.g.,/Wada, 2008 WL 142652 at ^5 whieh staler ^'because the E^iaminer has not 
e^^plained why iimimtmn in claim I would ha^^e been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the art, we agree witli AppeOants tliai the Hxamhief has not made out a 
ease of prima fecie obvioiisness." (emphasis added): and seg Ex Parte Challapah. 2008 
WL U Um, *4^6 (Bd,Fai.App, & Inlerf; Jan. 10, 2008), reveT5>ing iinding of 
obvionsness beeause the Examiner .tailed to establish sufficient reasoning for combining 
the referenees. 

Regarding independent claim If Motosyuko does not teach or sngg^^st tb^^ above 
eniphasized subject matter in the now-amended version of claim 1 . Speeifically 
Williams does not teach tbat "MmMsI^^ 

^ KSR fatmMKjMiC S.Ct 1 727. 82 13B5 (2007). 

349 FJd 1342 (Fed. Cir. 2003) (^m0mi%Mdm (clim m 
Ex fmw WM^. mm WI. iM€S2, ^4 (Bd^.A^p. & hg^rf; Jan. 14, mm)).. 
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z-mW\ m recited iir clakn L 

Regarding iiidepeiident claim 55, Molosyuku not teach or suggest the 
jibave emphasised subject matter in the now-aoiended version of elaim 55. Speciically 
Williams do€^^ not wmb a motion detec tor that imMdm -' three mceler(mieters in 
mihogomi mrangemmi io anoiher as recited Id elaim 55. 

Zweoi was cited fcr alternate subjeet matier redted In the elaims and also does 
riot cure the deficiency of Molosyuko. 

Ovemll. none of the applied r<?fcren€es> singly or In any moti vated combination, 
disclose or suggest the featur<?s recited in independeet claims 1 and 55, and thus such 
claims are aOowable, The withdrawal of the refections under 3S U.S.G, § 1 03(a) is 
respeet&lly requested for claims 1 and 55. Indepeiideot claims 32 and 99 claim similar 
subjeet matter, aiid are thus allowable fo^ at least the same or similar r^^aso^s. 

Traversal OFTtiEExAMmER^^ Noiice'V 

Regarding claims 19, 20, 30, 3 U 7L 72, applicant herehy TIiAYBIlSES tSie 
^'Offieiai Hotice*' taken by the examiocr regarding the claimed subf eet matter of 
providing visual infemation usiug ''miJltiple appHcation windows". 

Regardmg claims 6^14, 21 ;22, 32^46, 5i, 6047, 73, 74, and 82, applic« 
hereby T RA VERS ES the ''Official Notice '" takeu by the examiner regarding the claimed 
subject malicr of using a "map viewer"> 

Regaxding elaims 2, 1 6^13, 21, 33, 32-45, 58-67, 73^74 and 82, applicant 
hereby TRAVERSES the ''OlBeial Notice'' taken by die examiner regarding the claimed 
subject matter of zoom in and out controls. 



Appfction Mo, 08028,053 Docket No.: 595594009 080 1 

Office Acjjon 0f October 30, 2G09 

Applkant respect&ily disagrees Chat thes<? teckniqii<?s well known and thus 
jrequests the Examiner to pm vide evidences refert^nces, and/or aSidavit to suppgri such 
ail asseftion, as mquired by the MPEP. 

''If the mamimr is ri^/i^/^j^^o;f /?e/'.vo/^f:^i knowledge fo supporf ihe 
Jimlmg <^ whai is kmnm in ihe ari, the examiner mmi provide an 
qff}<kmt or deciaraiian seiimgforih ^^^^pc^ statemenf^ anei 

expkmaiian la suppori the finding. (MPEP 2I44J)3 (G))'' 

'When a rejeciim in an applkmioriis hmed m^^^^ wlihm ihe 
persenai kmwiedge qf an empk^yee of ' the ()ffice, ihe data skail be 
specific m posMihie, and ihe reference mim he supparied, when called 
^far iry dw appiwanp the qf)^dam qfmick emphyee, and mwh qffMam 
shtdike subfeci to contradictian or Bxplanadm i)y ifie c0dm'iis of the ■ 
appimmf mtd other persons. (37 (ZEK -1.1040} 

CMms 2-3 , 0-29, 34-54, and 100-1 OL which depend §om independent 
cimms 1, 32, 55 md S9, are allowable at least Ibr depending Mm an allowable base 
claim, and poteiitially for other reasons as well. 

Since iJie depei^dent clajms me atlowabie for the reasons provided afeove, a 
specific discussion of the prior art associated only with rejections of the dependent 
eiaints is not necessary for the purpose of overeoming the i^ejections. Applicanfs silence 
regarding the applicabi lity of any patticular rel^ renee should not fee taken m agreement 
with, or aec|oiescence to, any particular re;}cciion. Aecordingly, Applicant respectfully 
ret|iie3?^ts that the Exammer re-e valuaie of the ri:geciions. 

The withdrawal of the rejeetion$ for claims 2-3, 6-29, 34-54, 58-82 and 100- 10! , 
are respectfully requested. 
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App]jcaiion No. 09;32B>053 
Office Action of Qciote 3a> 2m> 



Altlioiigh this communicalion may iMclucie clianges to the application or claims, 
or eharacterizatioiis of ckim scope or refermced art, the applicant is not conceding that 
pre^iousiy pending claims are not patentable over the cited references; instead, any 
changs^j> or cimfacterizatiens are being made to iaciHtate ^expeditious prosecution of tins 
application, Tims, the apphcmt reserves the right to later pursue any previously 
pending claims, or other broader or narrovir claims, that capture any subject matter 
supported by this application, inciuding subjeet matter that might be found diselairued 
lierein or by any earlier prosecution. Accordingly, anyone reviewing of this or any 
parent, child, or related proseGution history ah al! not reasonably infer that the appHcant 
has disclaimed or disavowed any subject matter snppdrted by this application. 



Office Adioii of OcEobei 30, 200^ 



CONCLUSION 



in view of the above amendmtsnt^ applicaBt believer* the pending appHcation is 
in condition far allowance. 

If the Examiner believes a conference woiUd be of value m expediting the 
prosecution of this application, he is cordially invited to telephone the imdersigned at 
(650) 83 8-43 05 to arrange for such a confecncs>. 

Pieasc charge any deBciencles or credit any overpayments to our Deposit 
Aecoum No, 50-2207, under Order Isfo. from which the undersigned 

is authorisied to draw- 
Dated: RespectfuOy suhniitled, 



PERKINS GOIE UJ> 
fMBox 120S 
Seattle. WA 98111-1208 
(650) S38^4300 
(650) 838^4350 (Fax) 
Attorney for AppSicant 
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